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JURISDICTION 
Defendant bases jurisdiction for appeal to this Court on 
Utah Code Ann,, Section 78-2a-3 (for the year commencing January 
1, 1988). Plaintiff does not agree that this Court has 
jurisdiction over this appeal. 
PROCEEDINGS BELOW 
This is Provo City's response to an Appeal from an Order of 
the Eighth Judicial Circuit Court (known currently as the Fourth 
Judicial Circuit Court)/ issued by the Honorable E. Patrick 
McGuire. On September 23, 1985 a hearing was held in which both 
parties were present and presented testimony and evidence (Record 
at 15). The trial court judge signed an order requiring 
Defendant to clean up or remove the offending items and if she 
failed to do so the order allowed Plaintiff to do so and be 
reimbursed by Defendant (Record at 17). Several notices of 
Settings then were filed by the Trial Court (Record at 18 through 
33). Also two documents were filed by the defendant during this 
time (Record at 21 and 29). On December 18, 1986, in the 
presence of both parties, the Trial Court set the matter for pre-
trial for the day of January 21, 1987. On February 18, 1987, 
Defendant, Joan Patton, motioned the Circuit Court to Set Aside 
Judgment (Record at 36). The Circuit Court set the matter for 
Oral Argument on March 4, 1987. On June 8, 1987 the Trial Court 
entered a Minute Entry denying Defendant's Motion to Set Aside 
Judgment (Record at 51) Defendant appealed from the order, and 
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the minute entry (Record at 52). This Court summarily dismissed 
Defendant's appeal/ on September lf 1987 (Record at 57). The 
Trial Court signed and filed another Order again denying 
defendant's motion to set aside judgment, on October 16, 1988 
(Record at 62). However, Defendant, according to the Order cited 
in the Defendant's brief, is apparently appealing again from the 
Order signed on October 1, 1985. 
Provo City respectfully submits that the Circuit Court 
correctly found that the defendant failed to file the appropriate 
pleadings and is without a meritorious defense to the Order 
appealed by the Defendant* 
Furthermore, Provo City submits that time has lapsed for 
Defendant, Joan Patton's 
1. filing notice of an appeal; 
2. filing of a docketing statement; 
3. filing of any Brief; 
4. filing of an adequate Brief. 
Moreover, Provo City submits that ueienaani:, jodn razzon, 
has already appealed from the same Order on essentially the same 
grounds, which appeal was summarily dismissed by this Court. 
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ISSUES PRESENTED FOR REVIEW 
Whether this Court is without jurisdiction to hear 
defendants appeal. 
Whether this Court should dismiss Defendant's Appeal 
for the following reasons; 
A. failure to file a timely notice of an appeal. 
B. failure to file a timely docketing statement. 
C. failure to file a timely brief. 
D. failure to file a proper brief with this Court. 
E. Defendant's previous appeals debar Defendant from 
taking this appeal since this appeal involves the same 
Order based upon the essentially same points. 
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CONSTITUTIONAL PROVISIONS, STATUTES, 
ORDINANCES, AND RULES 
The following Rules of the Utah Court of Appeals are 
determinative of the issues raised: 
1. Rule 4 (1987). 
(a) Appeal from Final Judgment and Order. 
In a case in which an appeal is permitted as a 
matter of right from the district court, juvenile 
court, or circuit court to the Court of Appeals, the 
notice of appeal required by Rule 3 shall be filed with 
the clerk of the court from which the appeal is taken 
within 30 days after the date of entry of the judgement 
or order appealed from. 
(e) Extension of Time to Appeal 
The court from which the appeal is taken, upon a 
showing of excusable neglect or good cause, may extend 
the time for filing a notice of appeal upon motion 
filed not later than 30 days after the expiration of 
the time prescribed by paragraph (a) of this rule. A 
motion to extend time that is filed before expiration 
of the prescribed time may be heard ex parte unless the 
court from which the appeal is taken requires 
otherwise. Notice of any such motion that is file 
after the expiration of the prescribed time shall be 
given to the other parties in accordance with the rules 
of practice of the court form which the appeal is 
taken. No extension shall exceed 30 days past the 
prescribed time or 20 days from the date of entry of 
the order granting the motion, whichever occurs later. 
2. Rule 9 (1987) 
(a) Filing 
Within 21 days after a notice of appeal or a 
petition for review is filed, the appellant or the 
petitioner shall file the original of a docketing 
statement, together with five copies and proof of 
service, with the Clerk of the Court of Appeals if the 
case is subject to the exclusive original appellate 
jurisdiction of the Court of Appeals. Docketing 
statements in case which may be transferred to the 
Court of Appeals for decision shall be filed with the 
Clerk of the Supreme Court unless an order transferring 
the case to the Court of Appeals has been entered. 
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Rule 24 (1987) 
(a) Brief of Appellant. 
The brief of the appellant shall contain under 
appropriate headings and in the order here indicated: 
(7) A statement of the case. The statement shall 
first indicate briefly the nature of the case, the 
course of proceedings/ and the disposition in the court 
below. There shall follow a statement of the facts 
relevant to the issues presented for review. All 
statements of fact and references to the proceedings 
below shall be supported by citations to the record 
(see paragraph (3)). 
(k) Requirements and Sanctions. 
All briefs under this rule must be concise, 
presented with accuracy, logically arranged with proper 
headings, and free from burdensome, irrelevant, 
immaterial, or scandalous matters. Briefs which are 
not in compliance may be disregarded or stricken, on 
motion or sua sponte by the Court, and/or the Court may 
assess attorney fees against the offending lawyer. 
Rule 26 (1987) 
(a) Time for Serving and Filing Briefs. 
The appellant shall serve and file a brief within 
40 days after date of notice from the Clerk of the 
Court of Appeals pursuant to Rule 13, unless a motion 
to dismiss the appeal has been previously interposed 
pursuant to Rule 10, in which event service and filing 
shall be within 30 days from denial of such motion. 
By stipulation filed with the Court, the parties may 
extend each of such periods for no more than 30 days in 
civil cases or 15 days in criminal cases. No such 
stipulation shall be effective unless it is filed prior 
to the expiration of the period sought to be extended. 
(c) Consequence of Failure to File Briefs. 
If an appellant fails to file a brief within the 
time provided in this rule or within the time as may be 
extended by order of this Court, a respondent may move 
for dismissal of the appeal. If a respondent fails to 
file a brief within the time provided by this rule or 
within the time as may be extended by order of this 
Court, an appellant may move that such respondent not 
be heard at oral argument. 
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The following Rule of the Utah Rules of Civil Procedure is 
determinative of the issues raised: 
1. Rule 17 
(a) Real Party in Interest. 
Every action shall be prosecuted in the name of 
the real party in interest. An executor, 
administrator, guardian, bailee, trustee of an express 
trust, a party with whom on in whose name a contract 
has been made for the benefit of another, or a party 
authorized by statute may sue in his own name without 
joining with him the party for whose benefit the action 
is brought; and when a statute so provides, an action 
for the use or benefit of another shall be brought in 
the name of the State of Utah. No action shall be 
dismissed on the ground that it is not prosecuted in 
the real party in interest until a reasonable time has 
been allowed after objection for ratification of 
commencement of the action by, or joinder or 
substitution of, the real party in interest; and such 
ratification, joinder, or substitution shall have the 
same effect as if the action had been commenced in the 
name of the real party in interest. 
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STATEMENT OF THE CASE 
A. Nature of the Case 
Plaintiff, Provo City, originally brought action to have the 
persons in possession and custody of numerous items located at 
1067 North 750 West, Provo, Utah remove the stored materials and 
other accumulations of trash and rubbish in violation of state 
fire and health codes and city ordinances. (Record at 2). In 
Plaintiff's complaint, Provo City alleged that John (amended to 
Joan) Patton and John Does 1 through 5 did maintain or permit to 
exist the storage of the materials and rubbish. (Record at 2). 
B. Disposition in the Trial Court. 
As stated, Provo City filed a complaint against Joan Patton 
and John Does 1 through 5 on November 15, 1984 (Record at 1). 
After 10 months had gone by, the Trial Court Judge, in open 
court and in the presence of Provo City and Defendant Joan 
Patton, heard evidence and testimony presented by both parties 
and found that Defendant, Joan Patton, had failed to file 
appropriate pleadings and lacked a meritorious defense, on 
September 23, 1985. (Record at 16). As a consequence, on October 
1, 1985, the Trial Court granted judgment to Provo City and 
signed an Order to that effect (Record at 16). 
Defendant, Joan Patton, then appealed the Order. This Court 
summarily dismissed the original appeal on September 1, 1987 
(Record at 66). 
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Defendant, Joan Pattonf is again appealing the trial court's 
actions based upon the same Order. Defendant last notice of 
appeal was filed on November 23, 1987 (Record at 68). Provo City 
is unaware of any record presently in control of this Court or 
the Court below certifying the Order or any other Order by the 
Trial Court as a final appealable order. 
8 
FACTS RELEVANT TO THE ISSUES 
PRESENTED FOR REVIEW 
On April 2, 1980, Provo City mailed a letter to Joan Patton 
and her husband, William Patton, notifying them that Provo City 
had received several complaints from the members of the community 
about the numerous items piled about the residence of the Pattons 
at 1067 North 750 West, Provo, Utah (See Record at 10 and 13). 
Provo City further informed the Pattons that the city's health 
inspector and building inspector had inspected the condition of 
these items and had observed that many items were stored or kept 
in such a condition so as to be in violation of both state code 
and city ordinance. (See Record at 10 and 13 and Plaintiffs 
brief at p. 22). Provo City at that time gave the Pattons a 45 
day notice to remove or clean up the items (See Record at 10 and 
13 and p. 22). Defendant has listed many of these items in a 
document she filed with the trial court and which she labeled 
"WRIT OF ERROR CORAM NOBIS, CAVEAT AND AFFIDAVIT OF DEFENDANT" 
(Record at 21). In that document and in Defendant's document 
labeled "AFFIDAVIT OF DEFENDANT'S WITNESSES", (Record at 29), 
Joan Patton, and her witnesses affirmatively state that the items 
sought to be removed by Provo City personally belonged to Joan 
Patton individually or were in her possession as the agent of a 
religious fraternity. (Record at 23 and 29). These documents 
clearly indicate that Joan Patton was in the possession, care and 
custody of these items. (Record at 23 and 29). 
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After Provo City gave the Pattons several years to 
voluntarily come into compliance with fire, safety, and health 
codes, Provo City filed a complaint against Joan Patton and John 
Does 1 through 5 on November 15, 1984 (Record at 1). 
From November 15, 1984 to September 23, 1985, Defendant, 
Joan Patton failed to file an appropriate answer or any other 
appropriate pleading. On September 23, 1985, the Trial Court 
Judge, in open court and in the presence of Provo City and 
Defendant Joan Patton, heard evidence and testimony presented by 
both parties and found that Defendant, Joan Patton, besides 
having failed to file appropriate pleadings, was lacking a 
meritorious defense (Record at 16). 
As a consequence, on October 1, 1985, the Trial Court 
entered an Order against Joan Patton and John Does 1 through 5 
ordering Defendant to clean up or remove these items of rubbish 
and refuse by October 24, 1985 (Record at 16). Furthermore the 
Trial Court stated in its Order that if Defendant failed to 
comply with the Order, at Plaintiffs' discretion, it could clean 
up or remove these items at its own expense but Defendant was 
ordered to reimburse Plaintiff for the reasonable costs for the 
clean up and removal (Record at 16). 
Defendants failed to comply with the Order, so after the 
October 24th deadline, Provo City cleaned up and/or removed the 
items in violation of state code and city ordinance. Joan Patton 
has made no attempt to reimburse Provo City, in violation of the 
Order by the trial court. 
Defendant, Joan Patton, appealed from the Order and this 
Court summarily dismissed the original appeal on September lf 
1987 (Record at 57). 
Defendant, Joan Patton, now appeals again, giving notice of 
appeal on November 23, 1987. 
Court clerk, Karen Bean, gave notice that Defendant, Joan 
Patton1s, docketing statement was due on December 3, 1987 (Record 
at 70). Provo City is unaware of the Defendant's filing of any 
docketing statement for this current appeal has ever been filed 
to date for this last appeal. 
Furthermore, Defendant, Joan Patton, failed to file her 
appellant brief until April 8, 1988, which is over five months 
past the time it filed the notice of appeal on November 23, 1987. 
SUMMARY OF THE ARGUMENT 
Issue I 
This Court is without jurisdiction to hear defendant's 
appeal. This Court lacks jurisdiction because Defendant has not 
appealed from a final appealable Order, Entry, or Judgment. 
Issue II 
Even assuming the Order was a final, appealable order, 
Defendant has failed to timely file a notice of appeal. Second, 
Defendant has further failed to file a timely docketing 
statement. Third, Defendant failed to file a timely brief. 
Fourth, the brief the Defendant finally filed is an improper and 
inadequate brief is several respects. Specifically, Defendant 
has failed to cite to the record in stating her facts or 
proceedings. Also, Defendant has failed to clearly reflect in 
her brief which of the proceedings below she is actually 
appealing. Lastly, Defendant argues that she should not be held 
solely liable for the costs incurred by the Plaintiff in its 
removal and clean up the items found in violation of state fire 
and health codes and city ordinances. But, Defendant knew of the 
existence of the deed at the time she presented evidence and 
testimony to the trial court. Also, these facts are simply 
immaterial. They are immaterial because Defendant and 
Defendant's own witnesses admit in their own documents filed with 
the Court that the Defendant was the person responsible and in 
possession of the items at the time they were cleaned up and was 
in possession of the property upon which the items were located. 
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Therefore/ Provo City respectfully asks this Court to either 
find it is lacking jurisdiction to hear the appeal or dismiss the 
appeal because Defendant did not file the appropriate documents 
and brief with this Court in a timely and proper manner. 
ARGUMENT 
POINT I 
THIS COURT IS WITHOUT JURISDICTION TO HEAR DEFENDANT'S APPEAL. 
As stated in the facts, Defendant's basis for her appeal/ as 
stated in her Brief/ is found in the Order signed by the Trial 
Court Judge on October lf 1985. Nothing in the record indicates 
an official filing date with the Trial Court. Likewise/ the 
record is deficient in showing that the Order was made a final 
appealable Order. 
However/ there is some confusionf in the fact that there is 
a later Order/ dated October 14/ 1987/ denying Defendant's motion 
to set aside the prior order. But the record is lacking in that 
there is no indication that even this later Order was made a 
final appealable Order. Thus, whether the Defendant bases her 
appeal on either the first or second order (although her brief 
indicates the earlier one)/ the Defendant has not appealed from a 
final appealable order and this court should thereby not 
entertain her appeal, consistent with the Rules of the Utah Court 
of Appeals/ Rule 4 (1987). 
However/ even assuming that/ Defendant has appealed from a 
final appealable order, Respondent raises the following point. 
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POINT II 
THIS COURT SHOULD DISMISS DEFENDANT'S APPEAL FOR THE FOLLOWING 
REASONS; 
A. Defendant failed to file her notice of appeal within the 
proper time. 
Assuming for the moment that Defendant did appeal from a 
final appealable order. Rules of the Utah Court of Appeals, Rule 
4(a) (1987), requires that "the notice of appeal required by Rule 
3 shall be filed with the clerk of the court from which the 
appeal is taken within 30 days after the date of entry of the 
judgment or order appealed from." From the Eighth Circuit Court 
files, the Order upon which Defendant bases her appeal was signed 
and apparently filed on the same day, although, no filing date is 
shown to exist. The date the Trial judge signed the order was on 
October 1, 1985. Although the Defendant has appealed the Order 
before, as of the time Defendant filed her last notice of appeal 
for the current appeal, (on November 23, 1987), the 30 day time 
limit lapsed over two years ago. 
The Defendant has failed to make any showing of excusable 
neglect or good cause for an extension of a grant of over two 
years more time, as found under Rules of the Utah Court of 
Appeals, Rule 4(e) (1987). Furthermore, Rule 4(e) states "No 
extension shall exceed 30 days past the prescribed time or 10 
days from the date or entry of the order granting the motion, 
whichever occurs later." Moreover, Rules of the Utah Court of 
Appeals, Rule 2 (1987), does not even allow the Court "for 
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extraordinary cause shown" to suspend the requirement of Rules 
4(a) and 4(e). Therefore, for this reason alone, this Court 
should find itself lacking in jurisdiction to hear Defendants' 
Appeal and should thereby dismiss the appeal* 
B. Defendant failed to file a timely docketing statement. 
As stated. Defendant filed her notice of an Appeal on 
November 23, 1987. At that time the Court Clerk gave both 
parties notice that a docketing statement was due by December 3, 
1987. Defendant has simply not filed a docketing statement up to 
the present date for the current appeal. Also, the docketing 
statement for her prior appeal was deficient and should not be 
considered as a docketing statement for the present appeal. Thus 
the Defendant is well past the 21 day time limit to file a 
docketing statement after the notice of appeal was filed. 
As this Court held in Brooks v. Department of Employment 
Security, 736 P.2d 241 (Utah Ct of App., 1987), docketing 
statements must fully comply with Rules of the Utah Court of 
Appeals, Rule 9 (1987) and failure to comply will result in 
dismissal of the appeal. Therefore, based on the Brooks case, 
this appeal must be dismissed, since failure to file a docketing 
statement completely fails to comply with any of the requirements 
found within Rule 9. 
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C. Defendants failed to file a timely Brief. 
Once again, defendant failed to file a document in a timely 
manner with the Court. According to Rules of the Utah Court of 
Appeals, Rule 26(a) (1987). Appellant's brief is due 40 days 
after date of notice from the Clerk. The Court Clerkf Karen Bean 
gave notice on November 23, 1987. Giving the Defendant the 
benefit of the 3 day mailing rule, at the latest, her brief was 
due on January 5, 1988. Yet, Defendant failed to file a brief 
until April 8, 1988 and has failed to show cause or move the 
Court for an extension of time. Therefore, under Rules of the 
Utah Court of Appeals, Rule 26(c) (1987), the Court should 
dismiss the Appeal. 
D. Defendant filed an improper brief with the Court. 
Under the Rules of the Utah Court of Appeals (1987), 
Defendants brief is improper and inadequate in several respects. 
First, an Appellant brief must cite to the Record in its 
Statement of the Facts and references to the Proceedings below 
Rules of the Utah Court of Appeals, Rule 24(a)(7) (1987). 
Defendant's brief is completely lacking any citations to the 
Record. 
Also, as previously mentioned, this is the second time the 
Defendant has appealed from the same Order. This Court summarily 
dismissed that appeal twice because the Order was not final. 
Once again the Defendant has appealed from the Order without the 
record indicating it is final. Also, the type style is not in 
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conformance with Rules of the Utah Court of Appeals, Rule 
27(a)(1), (1987), nor has it been typed on both sides of the page 
as required by Rules of the Utah Court of Appeals, Rule 27(a)(2), 
(1987). 
Under Rules of the Utah Court of Appeals, Rule 4, (1987), it 
states that if the brief "is not prepared in accordance with this 
rule, they will not be filed, but shall be returned to be 
properly filed" (emphasis added). Unless this Court wishes to 
create exceptions to the plain language of the Rules, Defendant's 
Brief must be returned and her appeal dismissed. 
Since Plaintiff has taken time and spent effort to respond 
to Defendant's Brief, Plaintiff prays that this Court would find 
the sanctions of Rules of the Utah Court of Appeals, Rule 24(k) 
applicable to this case. Rule 24(k) states; 
All briefs under this rule must be concise, presented 
with accuracy, logically arranged with proper headings, 
and free from burdensome, irrelevant, immaterial, or 
scandalous matters. Briefs which are not in compliance 
may be disregarded or stricken, on motion or sua sponte 
by the Court, and/or the Court may assess attorney fees 
against the offending lawyer. 
The Defendant has filed this appeal twice before. On this 
last appeal, the brief is lacking proper form because of lack of 
reference to the record for "facts" she cites. Thus, the Court 
and Plaintiff are without ability to determine the accuracy of 
Defendant's "facts" or statements of the proceedings. 
Also, the brief presents matters which are immaterial and 
irrelevant. The matters which are immaterial and irrelevant are 
the facts, issues, and proceedings, (consisting of the main 
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thrust of her brief), in the Brief alleging that Joan Patton is 
not the actual owner of the property. These matters are 
immaterial and irrelevant because Defendant and her own witnesses 
admit that Defendant was in possession, care and custody of the 
items found to be in violation of the health and fire codes and 
thereby removed by Plaintiff. Furthermore, they admit that the 
Defendant was in possession of the property at that time. 
Also, when Defendant has filed her last appeal based on the 
same Order, this Court summarily dismissed the appeal. Thus, 
repeated nature of these appeals is burdensome to this Court and 
to the Plaintiff. 
The Plaintiff prays that this Court will thereby disregard 
and strike the brief for its noncompliance because of its 
inaccuracy, immaterialness, irrelevance, and burden it has 
imposed again upon the Plaintiff and this Court as described 
above. 
E. Defendant has previously appealed the Order to this Court on 
essentially the same points. 
In Defendant's first appeal, she appealed from the Order 
mainly based on the premise that she was not the property owner 
upon which the offending items were located at the time the 
Plaintiff brought its complaint. Defendant essentially argues 
that she was only a tenant at will and thereby is not a real 
party in interest and thereby cannot be held solely liable for 
the clean up or removal or these items. In response, Plaintiff 
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argued in its points and authorities found in Plaintiff's 
"Answering Points and Authorities to Defendant's Motion to Set 
Aside Judgment", that, to the extent Defendant seeks to rely on 
the "real party in interest" rule found in Rule 17 of the Utah 
Rules of Civil Procedure, that Rule is inapplicable because it 
only applies to plaintiffs, those who are "prosecuting an 
action." Joan Patton is the Defendant in the present action and 
is not "prosecuting an action" as contemplated by Rule 17. 
Furthermore, from the statements in the record by Defendant, 
Joan Patton, and her witnesses, there is, contrary to Defendant's 
stance, clear evidence that Joan Patton was the person 
responsible for the items required to be cleaned up or removed by 
Provo City. As admitted in the facts by Joan Patton, she does 
reside on the property, and is in possession of the property in 
question. Furthermore, as stated by the Defendant and the 
Defendant's witnesses, the items sought to be removed by Provo 
City were the personal belongings of Joan Patton or were in her 
possession as agent for a religious fraternity. Moreover, 
Defendant's own witnesses further state that Joan Patton was in 
possession, care and custody of these items. Hence, Joan Patton 
was indeed the responsible party for the offending items. 
Therefore the Trial Court correctly found that Joan Patton should 
be held liable for the clean up and removal of these items, since 
she was in possession of the property and the responsible person 
for these items. 
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CONCLUSION 
This Court has no jurisdiction to hear this appeal and this 
Court should dismiss this appeal for the following reasons. 
Defendant has failed once again to appeal from a final appealable 
order. Even assuming the Order from which Defendant has appealed 
is final, Defendant has not timely filed the following: 
1. the notice of an appeal; 
2. a docketing statement; 
3. any Brief; 
4. an adequate Brief. 
Moreover, Defendant has already appealed from the same Order 
on essentially the same groundsf which appeal was summarily 
dismissed by this Court. 
Even if this Court hears this appeal and it is not dismissed 
for being untimely or improperf Defendant is the actual party who 
was in possession, care and custody of the offending items which 
were removed and cleaned up by the Plaintiff. Defendant was also 
in possession of the property where the offending items were 
located. Also, Defendant failed to file any appropriate 
pleadings after the time she was served with a complaint. 
Therefore, the order of the Circuit Court correctly stated that 
the defendant failed to file the appropriate pleadings and is 
without a meritorious defense and therefore is an order which 
should be upheld by this Court. 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
I hereby certify that a true and correct copy of the 
foregoing Respondent's Brief were served by mailing, U.S. mails, 
postage prepaid, on this / 3 day of May, 1988 to the following 
individuals: 
Rober Maci 
Attorney for 
Appellant 
230 South 1000 East 
Salt Lake City, Utah 
84102 
Telephone: 
(801) 364-3018 
Robert D. West 
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OJFlCf G» POtk I O P C I U n O N • S w e n f N.eUon Q » H 
April 1080 
Mr. 5 Mrs. William D. Parton 
1067 North 750 West 
Provo, Utah 84601 
Dear Mr. 5 Mrs. Patton: 
Bocauce of comp]aints received, your property was inspected a t 1067 North 
75() West in Provo, Utah. 'I Lis property i s more pa r t i cu l a r l y described as 
follows: 
P la t A, Block 2, lot 10, Davies Pviveiside Vi l la 
Subdivision, Provo City Survey. 
During the inspection, the following condit ions were evident which represent 
v io l a t ions to the Uniform building Code an J the Zoning Ordinance for Provo 
i w~ . . — . — — 
City: 
1. Boxed items and several a r t i c l e s not in boxes pi led in 
the carjiOrt, preventing the use ol the required off-
s t ree t parking spaces for the subject s t ruc tu re . 
2. Several items pi led on the fiont porth and a l l around 
tlie yaid to the South and to the back. 
Violat ions to the above slated Code and Ordinance are not necessar i ly 
l imited to the v io la t ions l i s t ed . This building o f f i c ia l and heal th 
o f f i c i a l have determined that the accumulated items need to be a l l cleaned 
up. You hereby have fo r ty - f ive (45) days from the date of t h i s l e t t e r to 
have a l l of the items cleaned up and removed. Fa i lure to do so may r e s u l t 
in causing the work to be done, and charging the cost of tha t work against 
the proper ty as a l i en . 
Any person having any record t i t l e or legal int< r< t in the subject property 
may appeal from this not ice and order or any action of th i s building o f f i c i a l 
to the Provo City board ol Appeal3? provided the appeal is made in wri t ing 
Page 2 
Mr. 5 Mrs. Patton 
April 2, 1980 
as provided in this Code and filed with the Chief Building Inspector 
within thirty (30) days from the date of service of this notice and 
order. Failure to appeal will constitute a waiver of a] ! right to an 
administrative hearing and determination of the matter. 
Sincerely, 
|^\.a>w-'('.j&L-a>-(. / J 
David J. Bowers 
Mousing Inspector 
Glade Shelley, Health Inspector 
Utah County Health Department 
DJB:js 
cc: Utah County Health Department 
City Attorney 
Zoning Administrator 
Chief Building Inspector 
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